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Abbreviations and
Acronyms
Reader note:  Refer to the list below for abbreviations or acronyms that may be used in this document.

ACEC ~ area of critical environmental concern
APHIS ~ Agricultural Plant and Animal Health Inspection Service
AUM ~ animal unit month
BIA ~ Bureau of Indian Affairs
BLM ~ Bureau of Land Management
BMP ~ best management practice
BOR ~ Bureau of Reclamation
CAA ~ “Clean Air Act”
CFR ~ “Code of Federal Regulations”
CWA ~ “Clean Water Act”
DLCD ~ Department of Land Conservation and Development
DOD ~ Department of Defense
DOE ~ Department of Energy
DOI ~ Department of the Interior
EIS ~ environmental impact statement
EPA ~ Environmental Protection Agency
FAA ~ Federal Aviation Administration
FERC ~ Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
FLPMA ~ “Federal Land Policy and Management Act”
HAZMAT ~ hazardous materials
ICBEMP ~ Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project
IMP (wilderness) ~ “Interim Management Policy for Lands Under Wilderness Review” 1995
ISA ~ instant study area
LCDC ~ Land Conservation and Development Commission
LRA ~ Lakeview Resource Area
NCA ~ national conservation area
NEPA ~ “National Environmental Policy Act”
NRHP ~ National Register of Historic Places
NOAA ~ National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration
NPS ~ National Park Service
ODA ~ Oregon Department of Agriculture
ODEQ ~ Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
ODF ~ Oregon Department of Forestry
ODFW ~ Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
ODOT ~ Oregon Department of Transportation
OHV ~ off-highway vehicle
ONHP ~ Oregon Natural Heritage Program
PRIA ~ “Public Rangelands Improvement Act”
RMP ~ resource management plan
RNA ~ research natural area
SMA ~ special management area
TNC ~ The Nature Conservancy
USDA ~ U.S. Department of Agriculture
USDI ~ U.S. Department of the Interior
USFS ~ U.S. Forest Service
USFWS ~ U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
USGS ~ U.S. Geological Survey
VRM ~ visual resource management
WSA ~  wilderness study area
WSR ~ wild and scenic river
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Record of Decision —
Introduction
The planning area covers about 3.2 million acres of
BLM-administered surface lands and about 3.0 million
acres of subsurface mineral estate in Lake and Harney
Counties, Oregon (Map I-1).  The planning area
includes all of the Lakeview Resource Area (LRA)
except for approximately 31,500 acres administered by
the Burns District and addressed in the Three Rivers
Resource Management Plan (RMP) (USDI-BLM
1989d).  In addition, the planning area includes ap-
proximately 2,172 acres in the Surprise Field Office in
northern California and Nevada that the LRA manages
under a cooperative agreement.

The primary decision is to approve the attached
Lakeview RMP.  This Record of Decision (ROD)
covers a variety of management actions that are consid-
ered to be implementation decisions rather than land
use planning decisions.  Therefore, this decision has
been separated into those actions which are land use
planning decisions, which were protestable under the
land use planning regulations (43 CFR 1610) and those
actions which are implementation decisions, and are
currently appealable under the Department of Interior’s
appeal regulations (43 CFR 4).

What the Decision Will Provide

This ROD will provide overall direction for manage-
ment of all resources on BLM-administered land in the
planning area.

What the Decision Will Not Provide

Many decisions are not appropriate at this level of
planning and will not be included in this ROD.  Ex-
amples of these types of decisions include:

1) Statutory requirements.  The decision will not
change the BLM’s responsibility to comply with
applicable laws and regulations including the Clean Air
Act, Clean Water Act, Endangered Species Act, Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act, Federal Land Policy
and Management Act, or any other federal law.

2) National Policy.  The decision will not change
BLM’s obligation to conform with current or future
national policy.

3) Funding levels and allocations.  These are deter-
mined annually at the national level and are beyond the
control of the field office.

4)   Management changes proposed for lands outside of
Oregon.  Recommended management changes for the
2,172 acres in the Surprise Field Office in northern
California and Nevada will be provided to the Califor-
nia State Director of the BLM for consideration. The
California State Director will have the final jurisdiction
over these lands and may choose to adopt them through
subsequent land use planning efforts for other lands
within his/her jurisdiction.

5)  Changes in wilderness study area boundaries.

Land Use Plan Decisions
The decision is hereby made to approve the attached
Resource Management Plan for the Lakeview Resource
Area of the Lakeview District, Bureau of Land Man-
agement (BLM). This plan was prepared under the
regulations implementing the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act of 1976 (43 CFR Part 1600). An
environmental impact statement was prepared for this
RMP in compliance with the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969. The RMP is identical to
the preferred Alternative D described in the Proposed
Lakeview Resource Management Plan and Final
Environmental Impact Statement published in January
2003. Specific management decisions for public lands
under the jurisdiction of the Lakeview Resource Area
are presented in the section titled “Resource Manage-
ment Plan” later in this document.

Land use plan decisions are identified in the attached
RMP (summarized in Table R-1) and include:

1) Goals, objectives, standards, and guidelines that
define desired outcomes or future conditions.

2) Land use allocations. This includes:
a proposed withdrawal, and numerous special manage-
ment area designations.

3) Visual resource management (VRM) classifications.

4) Land tenure.



Lakeview Resource Management Plan and Record of Decision

 2

5) Allowable uses and restrictions including:
a.  specific off-highway vehicle (OHV) area and
road closures,
b.  mining restrictions,
areas allotted to and excluded from livestock
grazing,
c.  areas open or closed to firewood cutting or other
vegetative product removal, and
d.  areas closed to commercial timber harvest or
having no allowable sale quantity.

A 30-day protest period was provided on the land use
plan decisions contained in the “Proposed RMP/Final
EIS” in accordance with 43 CFR Part 1610.5-2.  Fif-
teen protests were received and subsequently resolved.
This ROD serves as the final decision for the land use
plan decisions described above and becomes effective
on the date this ROD is signed.  No further administra-
tive remedies are available at this time for these land
use plan decisions (Table R-1).

Continuity of Previous Deci-
sions
Within the attached RMP are a number of valid,
existing decisions that were previously made in other
land use plans, plan amendments, and project or
activity level plans which  will remain in effect and
continue to be implemented.  These do not represent
new decisions that are subject to protest or appeal.
Adminstrative relief opportunities were provided
previously when those decisions were made.  These
decisions are summarized in Table R-2.

Implementation Decisions
It is the BLM’s intent to implement, over time, a
number of specific project level decisions described in
the attached RMP, as funding and staff are available.
These are called “implementation decisions” (as
opposed to the land use planning decisions described
above).

Some decisions in the RMP will require the preparation
of detailed, project-level NEPA analyses prior to
implementation (Table R-3).  Public involvement
opportunities, including further protest or appeal
opportunities, may be provided at that time.

Other decisions have been addressed to a sufficient
level of detail in the RMP/EIS process to be imple-
mented over time without further NEPA analysis (Table
R-4).  An appeal opportunity for these decisions is

being provided at this time as described in the follow-
ing section.

Appeal Procedures for Implementation Deci-
sions

Any party adversely affected by an implementation
decision (Table R-4) may appeal within 30 days of
receipt of this decision in accordance with the provi-
sions of 43 CFR Parts 4.4.  The appeal must include a
statement of reasons or file a separate statement of
reasons within 30 days of filing the appeal.  The appeal
must state if a stay of the decision is being requested in
accordance with 43 CFR 4.21 and must be filed with
the Field Manager, at the following address:

Lakeview Resource Area
Bureau of Land Management
1301 South G Street
Lakeview, Oregon 97630

A copy of the appeal, statement of reasons, and all
other supporting documents should be sent to the
Regional Solicitor, Pacific Northwest Region, U.S.
Department of the Interior, Lloyd 500 Building, Suite
607, 500 N.E. Multnomah Street, Portland, OR 97232.
If the statement of reasons is filed separately it must be
sent to the Interior Board of Land Appeals, Office of
Hearings and Appeals, 4015 Wilson Boulevard, Arling-
ton, VA 22203.  It is suggested that any appeal be sent
certified mail, return receipt requested.

Request for Stay

Should you wish to file a motion for stay pending the
outcome of an appeal of these implementation deci-
sions, you must show sufficient justification based on
the following standards under 43 CFR 4.21:

1) The relative harm to the parties if the stay is granted
or denied.

2) The likelihood of the appellant’s success on the
merits.

(3) The likelihood of immediate and irreparable harm if
the stay is not granted.

4) Whether the public interest favors granting the stay.

As noted above, the motion for stay must be filed in the
office of the authorized officer.
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Overview of the Alternatives
Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from
Detailed Analysis

During the early stages of the planning process a
number of alternatives were considered, but dropped
from detailed analysis for a variety of reasons.  These
alternatives included:

1) No Management Alternative

2) Proposed High Desert Protection Act

3) Proposed Pronghorn and Alkali Lake ACECs

4) Wilderness Study Area Boundary Changes to Allow
State Highway Re-alignment

A brief description of each alternative and the reason
for dropping it from further analysis is contained in
Chapter 3 of the “Proposed RMP/Final EIS” (USDI-
BLM 2003).

Alternatives Analyzed in Detail

Five alternatives are analyzed in detail in the Proposed
RMP/FEIS (USDI-BLM 2003).  The overall theme
determined the types of management actions that would
be applied.  Most of the alternatives, with the exception
of Alternative E, were designed to meet the RMP
management goals. However, they differed in how fast
the management goal would be met, the degree to
which it would be met, the priorities within the pro-
gram, the emphasis placed on different management
activities, whether actions are active or passive, and
what trade-offs society would be willing to accept.
Public input received throughout the planning process
was considered in the development of alternatives.  The
alternatives varied in their ability to meet the manage-
ment goals over the life of the plan (up to 20 years).
Funding and staffing levels would affect rates of
implementation, and projected implementation rates
could vary by alternative, depending on the costs.

All alternatives included maintenance of existing
facilities; however, the level of maintenance could vary
by alternative and due to annual funding.  All alterna-
tives incorporated or complied with the management
direction provided by the Warner sucker biological
opinion agreements, the “Recovery Plan for the Threat-
ened and Rare Fishes of the Warner Basin and Alkali
Subbasin (USDI-USFWS 1998);” the “Standards for
Land Health for Lands Administered by the Bureau of

Land Management in the States of Oregon and Wash-
ington” (USDI-BLM 1998); and the “Interim Manage-
ment Policy for Lands Under Wilderness Review”
(Wilderness IMP) (USDI-BLM 1995b).  Most alterna-
tives incorporated the “Greater Sage-Grouse and
Sagebrush-Steppe Ecosystems Management Guide-
lines” (Sage-Grouse Planning Team 2000).  Local
Native American Tribes would be consulted during
plan implementation for all actions that may affect their
interests.  Cultural resource surveys and sensitive
species surveys would be conducted prior to any
ground-disturbing activity or land disposal.

General Management Themes of the Alterna-
tives

The following is a description of the general manage-
ment theme for the five alternatives considered in
detail.

Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative A continued present management and was
considered the “no action” alternative.  This alternative
continued management under the three existing man-
agement framework plans (USDI-BLM 1983a, 1983b,
1983c), the “Lakeview Grazing Management Final EIS
and Record of Decision” (USDI-BLM 1982a, 1982b),
and the three management framework plan amend-
ments (USDI-BLM 1989b, 1989c, 1996c, 1996d;
USDI-USFWS and USDI-BLM 1998a, 1998b) and
various existing activity plans.  It included the manage-
ment direction and protections provided by all cur-
rently approved activity plans such as allotment
management plans or habitat management plans.
Resource values or sensitive habitats received manage-
ment emphasis at present levels.  Emphasis was on
maintaining existing conditions.  There was no compre-
hensive plan for restoration of degraded systems and
would occur on a case-by-case basis using either active
or passive methods.

Alternative B (Commodity Production)

Alternative B emphasized commodity production and
production of public goods and services (mining,
grazing, commercial recreation, and commercial
woodland products harvesting, etc.).  Constraints on
commodity production for sensitive resources was the
least restrictive possible within the limits defined by
law, regulation, and BLM policy, including compliance
with the “Endangered Species Act,” cultural resource
protection laws, wetland preservation, etc.  Potential
impacts to sensitive resource values were mitigated on
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a case-by-case basis.  Emphasis was on maintaining
existing conditions.  Restoration actions that enhanced
commodity production would utilize primarily active
methods. Other restoration actions utilized passive
methods.

Alternative C (Active Restoration)

Alternative C emphasized the active restoration of
natural systems that are degraded and the maintenance
of those that are functioning at a high level of condi-
tion. Commodity production was constrained to protect
natural values and ecological systems. Constraints to
protect sensitive resources, such as cultural resources,
were the most restrictive.  In some cases, commodity
production could be excluded to protect sensitive
resources. Both active and passive restoration methods
were utilized to achieve management goals.

Alternative D (Preferred Alternative)

Alternative D is the BLM’s preferred alternative.  This
alternative emphasizes a high level of natural resource
protection and improvement in ecological conditions
while providing a sustainable level of commodity
production.  This alternative balances the need to
protect, restore, and enhance natural values, with the
need to provide for the production of food, fiber,
minerals, and services on the public lands.  This would
be done within the limits of the ecosystem’s ability to
provide these on a sustainable basis and within the
constraints of various laws and regulations.  Con-
straints to protect sensitive resources will be imple-
mented, but they will be less restrictive than Alterna-
tive C.  Restoration actions will utilize either active or
passive methods to achieve management goals.

Alternative E (Passive Restoration)

This alternative excluded all permitted, discretionary
uses of the public lands including livestock grazing,
mineral sale or leasing, realty actions, recreation uses
requiring permits, commercial rights-of-way, etc.  The
BLM would petition the Department of the Interior
(DOI) to withdraw the entire planning area from
locatable mineral entry.  This alternative allowed no
commodity production and included only those man-
agement actions necessary to maintain or enhance
natural values and protect life and property.  Manage-
ment actions utilized primarily passive methods.
Though some components of the alternative may not be
possible to implement because of legal constraints, it
was included for purposes of impact comparison.

Environmental Preferability of the Alternatives

Environmental preferability is judged using the criteria
in the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and
subsequent guidance by the Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ, 1981).  The CEQ has defined the
environmentally preferable alternative as the alterna-
tive that will promote the national environmental
policy as expressed in Section 101 of the NEPA.  This
section lists six broad policy goals for all Federal plans,
programs, and policies:

1) Fulfill the responsibilities of each generation as
trustee of the environment for succeeding generations;

2) Assure for all Americans safe, healthful, productive,
and aesthetically and culturally pleasing surroundings;

3)  Attain the widest range of beneficial uses of the
environment without degradation, risk to health or
safety, or other undesirable and unintended conse-
quences;

4) Preserve important historic, cultural, and natural
aspects of our national heritage, and maintain, wher-
ever possible, an environment which supports diversity
and variety of individual choice;

5) Achieve a balance between population and resource
use which will permit high standards of living and a
wide sharing of life’s amenities; and

6) Enhance the quality of renewable resources and
approach the maximum attainable recycling of deple-
table resources.

Based on these criteria, identification of the most
environmentally preferable alternative involves a
balancing of current and potential resource uses with
that of resource protection.  Alternative A is about
equal to Alternative B in terms of overall environmen-
tal preferability.  The costs of implementation and
impact on the local economy would maintain the status
quo.  Alternative B could be viewed the least environ-
mentally preferable alternative, as it offers the most
intensive livestock and other commodity uses of the
area, and either negatively impacts other resource
values the most or limits the rate of ecosystem recov-
ery.  This alternative would provide the most economic
benefit to the economy in the short-term.  Alternative D
would be less environmentally preferable than Alterna-
tive C, but more preferable than Alternatives A or B.  It
offers similar, but somewhat less beneficial uses as
Alternatives A and B, but provides less protection than
Alternative C or E.  This alternative would provide a
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balance between sustainable economic benefits and
resource protection.  Alternative C would be more
protective than Alternatives A, B, or D, but would
allow fewer beneficial uses and cause a higher loss to
the local economy than these three alternatives.  Due to
the use of active restoration, ecosystem recovery would
be greatest of all the alternatives.  Alternative E would
reduce negative impacts from a variety of existing
resource uses.  However, due to the complete reliance
on natural processes, it would do little to actively
improve or restore resource conditions during the life
of the plan. Though it would be the least expensive
alternative to implement, it would result in the highest
economic loss to the local economy.

Given the need to balance the six goals, the BLM finds
that Alternative D best meets the definition of the
environmentally preferred alternative.

Management Considerations
Rationale for the Decision

Based on the input received during the planning
process, there was both support and opposition to many
components of the proposed plan.  No formal com-
ments were received from Federal or state agencies, or
tribal governments indicating the proposed plan was
inconsistent with other existing plans or policies.
Several comments were received on the proposed plan
related to the conflict between the designation of new
ACEC’s and Lake County Ordinance 24.  This is
addressed in Chapter 1, pages 1-7 to 1-8 of the
“Lakeview Proposed RMP/Final EIS” (USDI-BLM
2003).

The BLM is tasked with the job of multiple use man-
agement, as mandated under the Federal Land Policy
and Management Act and numerous other conflicting
laws and regulations which govern the management of
public lands.  The proposed RMP (Alternative D)
provides a balance between those reasonable measures
necessary to protect the existing resource values and
the continued public need to make beneficial use of the
planning area.   Therefore, the implementation of the
Proposed RMP is the alternative best able to comply
with all applicable laws, regulations, policy, and
agency direction.

Mitigation Measures
In order to minimize impacts from implementation of
the decisions contained in the RMP, the best manage-

ment practices (BMP’s) identified in Appendix D and
stipulations and guidelines for mineral operations
identified in Appendix N3 would be utilized where
appropriate.

Plan Monitoring
The BLM planning regulations (43 CFR 1610.4-9) call
for the monitoring of resource management plans on a
continual basis with a formal evaluation done at
periodic intervals.  Implementation of the Lakeview
RMP will be monitored over time.  Plan evaluations
will occur on about 5-year intervals.  Management
actions arising from activity plan decisions will be
evaluated to ensure consistency with RMP objectives.
This is described in more detail in the monitoring
section of the attached RMP.

Public Involvement in the Plan-
ning Process
Scoping

Public involvement is an integral part of BLM’s
resource management planning process.  The official
start of the preparation of the Lakeview RMP/EIS was
initiated with the publishing of a “Notice of Intent” to
prepare an RMP/EIS in the Federal Register on June
21, 1999.  This notice also included an invitation to the
public to suggest issues to be addressed in the RMP
and to provide comments concerning management of
the public lands.  In addition, approximately 500 public
information or scoping packets, providing information
about the planning process and inviting comments,
were mailed to agencies, tribal governments, organiza-
tions, and individuals.  News releases were sent to
newspapers and radio stations in both Klamath Falls
and Lakeview.  Paid notices announcing the scoping
period and meetings were placed in the legal notices
sections of the two newspapers.  The “Notice of
Intent,” news releases, and legal notices identified the
beginning of the EIS scoping period and the location,
date, and time of the public scoping meetings.   The
comment period extended from June 21 through July
31, 1999.

The public scoping meetings were held at the inter-
agency office in Lakeview on July 13, 1999, and at the
North Lake School on July 14, 1999.  Seven people,
including private citizens, mining company managers,
representatives of two State agencies, and a newspaper
reporter attended the meeting in Lakeview.  No one
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attended the meeting in north Lake County.  Six written
comments or letters were received at the meetings or
during the comment period.  These comments dealt
primarily with designation of special management
areas, preserving and protecting the naturalness of the
resource area, and maintaining air quality in relation to
prescribed burning.  These comments were incorpo-
rated into the alternatives and the impact analysis of the
Lakeview RMP/EIS.

Subbasin Review

Although technically not part of the public participa-
tion process, a subbasin review was conducted prior to
completing the “Analysis of the Management Situa-
tion” (USDI-BLM 2000b).  The subbasin review was a
multi-agency collaborative effort to “step down” to the
local level the findings and assessments of the Interior
Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project
(ICBEMP) (see Appendix A of the Draft RMP/EIS
(USDI-BLM 2001a)).  In other words, did the findings
from ICBEMP relate to the Lakeview RMP planning
area?  The subbasin review group determined that
many of them did, and these were incorporated into the
issues addressed in this plan.

Analysis of the Management Situation

The “Summary of the Analysis of the Management
Situation” (USDI-BLM 2000f) was prepared after the
subbasin review and mailed to approximately 500
agencies, tribal governments, organizations, and
individuals in July 2000.  It contained a description of
the preliminary issues, alternatives, and planning
criteria, as well as, the resource area profile, existing
management situation, and management opportunities.
The public was requested to comment on the informa-
tion in the document, particularly the issues, alterna-
tives, and planning criteria.  The BLM received ap-
proximately 60 comment letters and emails.  The
majority of these comments dealt with the management
opportunities identified for the Public Sunstone Col-
lecting Area.  Other comments dealt with potential
management actions under the proposed alternatives.
All comments were considered in developing the
alternatives analyzed in the Draft Lakeview RMP/EIS
(USDI-BLM 2001a).

Draft RMP/EIS

Approximately 1,300 copies of the Draft RMP/EIS
(USDI-BLM 2001a) were mailed out to interested
agencies, Tribes, individuals, and organizations.  In
addition, the document was made available on the
Lakeview District’s planning webpage (http://

www.or.blm.gov/Lakeview/Planning/planning.htm).
Three public meetings were held during the 90-day
public comment period on the draft.  The BLM ac-
cepted comments for up to 60 days past the official
close of the comment period.  A total of 320 comment
letters were received from Federal and state agencies,
tribal governments, local governments, advisory
groups, conservation or environmental organizations,
commercial interests, and other interested public
members.  Approximately 150 letters were form letters
or primarily “votes” for one alternative or another.
About 90 of these form letters consisted of similar
emails sent by members of the Oregon Natural Desert
Association.  About 76 letters contained what were
considered substantive comments.  In addition, a
petition was submitted containing almost 500 signa-
tures opposing proposed road and camping area
closures in the northern part of Lake County.  These
were included in Volume IV of the “Proposed RMP/
Final EIS”(USDI-BLM 2003).

Proposed RMP/Final EIS

A 30-day protest period was provided on the “Proposed
RMP/Final EIS”in accordance with 43 CFR Part
1610.5-2.  A total of 15 protests and 3 comments letters
were received.  Nine of the protests were determined to
represent valid protests.  All valid protests were
resolved by the BLM Director.  All those who provided
invalid protests or comment letters received a response
from the Oregon/Washington BLM State Director.

Consultation with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Ser-
vice

In December 2000, the BLM initiated consultation with
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) regarding
potential impacts of actions proposed in the Lakeview
RMP to federally listed species or species proposed for
listing.  This is in conformance with the memorandum
of agreement between the BLM and the USFWS dated
August 30, 2000.  A lead representative for the USFWS
was designated and was sent Lakeview Draft RMP/EIS
(USDI-BLM 2001a) for review and input to the pro-
cess.  The USFWS sent the BLM a list of species either
federally-listed or proposed for listing that may occur
in the planning area.  Species that are known to occur
in the planning area were addressed in the planning
process.  Consultation with the USFWS is documented
in Chapter 5 of the proposed plan.  A biological opinion
or concurrence was requested on the “Proposed RMP/
Final EIS”(USDI-BLM 2003).  The USFWS provided
their biological opinion in October 2003.
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Tribal Participation

Under Federal law and regulations, consultation with
Native American Tribes who have an interest in the
planning area is required.  To accomplish this, district
staff have met with or phoned Tribal groups regularly,
and BLM managers have made repeated updates at
Tribal Council meetings.  Copies of the scooping
packet, “Summary of the Analysis of the Management
Situation” (USDI-BLM 2000f), “Draft RMP/EIS”
(USDI-BLM 2001a), and “Proposed RMP/Final EIS”
(USDI-BLM 2003) were sent to each of the Tribal
groups for review and comment.  Tribal consultation is
documented further in Chapter 5 of the proposed plan.

RMP Implementation

Public involvement in plan implementation decisions is
discussed in the “Implementation Decisions” section on
page 2.

In addition, the Lakeview District may pilot the devel-
opment of an implementation strategy or “business
plan”, that would allow further opportunities for public
involvement in determining what portions of the
Lakeview RMP should be highest priority for future
implementation. The extent of public involvement in
this effort has not been determined at this point in time.
Further details may become available in the near
future.
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